REMARKS 

Claims 16-34 and 36-44 are pending in the present application. Claims 16-34 and 36- 
44 have been rejected. No claims have been allowed. No claims have been amended, 
canceled or added herein. 

The Office Action mailed May 8, 2007 has been carefully considered by Applicants. 
Reconsideration in view of the following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

All pending claims are rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
Claims 16-22, 30, 34, and 36-39 stand rejected over U.S. Patent No. 6,024,640 to Walker, et 
al. ("Walker"). Claims 23 and 24 stand rejected over Walker in view of U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2001/0039204 Al to Tanskanen, et al. ("Tanskanen"). Claims 25, 26 and 40 
stand rejected over Walker and Tanskanen in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2202/0111213 Al to McEntee, et al. Claims 27-29, 41, 44 and 45 stand rejected over Walker 
in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0066041 Al to Lemke. Claims 31-33, 42 and 43 
stand rejected over Walker in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0085515 Al to 
Jaynes, et al. In particular, the Office Action states that Walker "teaches the game server 
being configured to generate the predetermined game outcome . . . only after a user has 
purchased one or more of the wager-based games." Applicants respectfully traverse these 
rejections on at least this basis. 

In order to render a claim as obvious, a reference or purported combination of 
references must contain every material element of that claim. See MPEP § 2143. Pending 
independent claims 16 and 44 both recite the material claim limitation, "wherein said [] game 
server is configured to generate said predetermined game outcome . . . only after [a user has 
purchased said wager based games]." Similarly, independent claim 34 recites the method 
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steps, "receiving payment from a user for a wager to play . . . wager based games; [and] 
generating ... a predetermined game outcome for each of said . . . wager based games . . ., 
said generating step occurring after said receiving step." There are no other pending 
independent claims. Accordingly, all pending claims require that predetermined game 
outcomes are generated only after wager based games have been purchased. 

The Office Action states that Walker "teaches the game server being configured to 
generate the predetermined game outcome . . . only after a user has purchased one or more of 
the wager-based games (Col. 5, Lines 1 to 35 generally . . .)." After careful review of this 
passage and the additional detailed recitations to same in the Office Action, Applicants 
respectfully disagree with this analysis. 

In particular, Walker states, "The LCC . . . generates a randomized prize datastream 
("RPD") comprised of a finite series of win/lose outcomes." (emphasis added). Walker, col. 
5, lines 3-5. A player "requests to purchase m "tickets," . . . [and an] agent then provides the 
number of outcomes requested m. The LCC randomly assigns the next m outcomes from the 
RPD and stores a record of the outcomes purchased." (emphases added). See Walker, col. 5, 
lines 13-21. Thus, Walker teaches that a randomized prize datastream (comprising a finite 
series of outcomes) is generated, and that "m" outcomes are assigned to a player from this 
existing datastream only after a player has made a request to purchase games. 

Nevertheless, the Office Action continues, "the outcome transfer message OTM, or 
the predetermined game outcome, is generated and sent to the player only after the player has 
purchased one or more wager-based games or "m" tickets, 5:13-35, the OTM is specific to 
the m tickets and as such is a predetermined outcome for the specific number of wager based 
games." Yet, the outcome transfer message or "OTM" is only a message, and as such is 
similar to a communication, identifier and/or receipt. While a set of already predetermined 
game outcomes, such as those from the RPD, might be communicated or represented via this 
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OTM medium, the OTM is not the original generator of such game outcomes. Once an item 
(i.e., game outcome) is already generated (i.e., created), it is inappropriate to conclude that 
such an item is "generated" again simply because it is copied or passed along through a 
medium. Applicants respectfully submit that the generation of a message or medium that 
reflects already predetermined game outcomes is not the same as generating those game 
outcomes in the first place. Thus, Walker has not been shown to teach that the actual game 
outcomes are generated after games have been purchased. 

As noted previously, neither Tanskanen nor any of the other recited prior art 
references cures the deficiencies of Walker, since no recited reference has been shown to 
teach that a predetermined game outcome is generated only after the game is purchased 
within the context of the pending claims. Because all pending claims include this element, all 
claims are patentable over the prior art of record for at least this reason. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the pending obviousness rejections. 

Furthermore, Applicants respectfully incorporate prior remarks regarding Walker not 
teaching a game server and a separate financial server. Having physically separate servers 
can be advantageous for several purposes, such as for security reasons. The pending 
specification as filed recites security as a concern for the disclosed system, such as at 
paragraph [0067]. Applicants respectfully submit that the prior art does not render the 
pending claims as obvious for at least this additional reason. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that all claims are in proper form and condition for 
patentability, and request a Notification of Allowance to that effect. Authorization for 
charging an added claims fee is being submitted herewith, and it is believed that no other fees 
are due at this time. Should such authorization be inadvertently omitted, or should any other 
fee be required for any reason related to this paper or application, however, then the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge said fee to Deposit Account No. 50-0388, 
referencing Docket No. IGT1P114X1. The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned attorney at the telephone number listed below with any questions or concerns 
relating to this application. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
BEYER WEAVER LLP 



August 8, 2007 /justin white/ 

Justin A. White, Esq. 
Reg. No. 48,883 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(408) 255-8001 
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